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I had quite a debate with Senator
Tower as to whether the subs were de-
tectable, which bore on the issue of
whether we had sufficient strength,
and the tabling motion was defeated on
a vote of 60 to 38. I recall Senator Lax-
alt walking down the aisle and voting
no and starting to head for the Repub-
lican cloakroom, and Senator Tower
walked fast, chasing him up the aisle,
and said: You don’t understand, Paul,
this is a tabling motion. I am looking
for an ‘“‘aye.” And Laxalt turned and
said: I understand what you are after,
John, but I agree with Arlen Specter.
Senator Tower said: He is trying to tell
the President what to do. Senator Lax-
alt said: Well, so is everybody else—
really, in effect, saying that is what
Senators do from time to time, just ex-
pressing their opinions.

The tabling motion was defeated 60
to 38, and the resolution was adopted 90
to 8.

There has been a lot of unease and
consternation among foreign nations
as to what is going on in the Senate. I
do not question the motives of the
writers of the memorandum. I do not
question their motives or their good
faith. But there is considerable concern
both at home and abroad as to the grid-
lock which now confronts the Senate.
That is inevitable when one Senator
says: We are going to see to it that this
is President Obama’s Waterloo, and
when leadership on the other side of
the aisle says: Our principal objective
is to defeat President Obama in 2012.
There is a concern about what is hap-
pening, whether there are really bona
fide objections to the START talks.

In connection with the travels I have
undertaken during the course of the
past many months—in India, with a
congressional delegation, a group of us
met with the Prime Minister of India,
a concern about agreements made with
our executive branch, whether they
will be upheld; a meeting with officials
in China on certain trade issues; talk-
ing to leaders in other foreign coun-
tries, a real question about what is
going on in the government of the
United States.

In this interdependent world, I sug-
gest it is very important we project a
national image, a national posture of
rationality in what we are doing and
not to throw up roadblocks to inter-
national agreements such as START
without good reason in the context
where at least in appearances there is
obstructionism.

When we talk about risks involved,
my own view is that we are far at this
point from a threat with the Russian
Government. This is not the day of the
Cuban missile crisis in 1962 when the
world may have teetered on the edge of
a nuclear confrontation. The relations
with the Soviet Union were disinte-
grated. The relations with Russia are
vastly improved, and we need the co-
operation of Russia in dealing with
many very vexing international prob-
lems, paramount of which is our deal-
ings with Iran and the need to have the
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Russians join us in sanctions against
Iran and to promote the Russian offer
to enrich the uranium from Iran so
they do not enrich it themselves, pos-
ing a threat with what Iran would do
with enriched uranium—a threat which
is not present if it is not in Iran’s
hands when uranium is enriched, which
could be used for peaceful purposes.

We see today the importance of the
cooperation of China in the concerns
we have with North Korea. When that
problem broke last week, my first com-
ment publicly in a television interview
on MSNBC was to state what was the
obvious: that we had to engage China
to deal with North Korea. China’s ini-
tial comments were muted, were not
very encouraging. I am pleased to see
the most recent reports are that China
is moving ahead to try to deal with a
threat posed by North Korea, having
shuttle talks between North Korea and
South Korea.

So it is in this overall context of hav-
ing the assurances registered with for-
eign governments that there is ration-
ality. When we talk about risks, my
own assessment—and I have studied
this situation closely. I was a member
of the U.S. arms talks in Geneva going
back into 1987, during that decade and
beyond. But the risks are not what
they once were. It is never possible to
eliminate risks entirely, but when we
are looking to evaluate the balance of
risks and international cooperation
with Russia and our conduct on
START, as we project an image of
strength with other countries, the risk
is well worth taking to the extent that
it exists. Again, I say my own evalua-
tion is that there is not much of a risk
involved.

The Washington Post, last Friday,
November 26, quoted one of the authors
of the memorandum expressing satis-
faction:

I've come to the conclusion that the ad-
ministration is intellectually committed to
modernization now. .. .Whether they’re
committed in the heart is another matter.
Suppose Start is ratified, and they no longer
have to worry about that? Will they con-
tinue to press for the money?

Well, if we concede there is a com-
mitment, be it an intellectual commit-
ment, there is not a whole lot more
that we can ask for.

————

EMBRYONIC STEM CELL
RESEARCH

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I had
spoken about this when we reconvened
several weeks ago, that it is my hope
that Congress, the Senate specifically,
will take up legislation which I have
introduced which would authorize the
use of Federal funding for embryonic
stem cell research. Embryonic stem
cell research holds enormous potential.
You take the embryos which are the
most flexible of all of the stem cells
and they can replace diseased parts of
the body and they offer promise of a
veritable fountain of youth.

The U.S. District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia said the Executive
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order issued by President Obama was
invalid. But Congress has the authority
to legislate to cure any defect. The
case is on appeal to the circuit court,
and a stay has been issued. But the sci-
entists are very apprehensive, as they
testified before the Labor, Health and
Human Services Subcommittee. There
are some 200 projects with some $200
million involved.

It is not a constitutional matter. It
is a matter of statutory interpretation
on the existing statute. But to the ex-
tent there is any ambiguity, this is
something which we ought to address
and we ought to address promptly be-
cause it is a life-and-death matter. As
long as the litigation is pending in the
Federal court, the scientists do not
know which way to turn. So they have
made their point very clear.

The case could go on for a very pro-
tracted period of time when you have
to file briefs, have argument, and a de-
cision in the Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia. Then a possible
petition for certiorari could take a
matter of years. With the ideological
issues involved, who knows what the
final outcome would be in the judicial
system. But that can all be put to rest
by legislation.

———————

TELEVISING THE SUPREME COURT

Mr. SPECTER. One other point brief-
ly—I see a colleague awaiting an oppor-
tunity to speak—and that is my hope
we will address, before the end of the
year, the issue of televising the pro-
ceedings of the Supreme Court of the
United States. This is an issue I have
worked on, on the Judiciary Com-
mittee, for a couple decades now. It has
been reported a number of times out of
committee. It is currently on the Sen-
ate agenda.

The Supreme Court of the United
States decides all of the cutting edge
questions. There ought to be trans-
parency. When the case of Bush v. Gore
was argued, then-Senator BIDEN and I
wrote to the Chief Justice urging that
the proceedings be televised. We got a
response back in the negative, but on
that day there was a simultaneous
audio released. I noticed 2 weeks ago
that on C-SPAN there was a Supreme
Court argument which was a couple
weeks old with an audio, and they had
a picture of the Justice who was speak-
ing and a picture of the lawyer arguing
the case—sort of like movies before
talking; sort of like silent movies.
There was an audio.

It is high time the public’s business
be open. Newspaper reporters can walk
into the Supreme Court, make notes,
upheld by the Supreme Court of the
United States. Visitors are limited to
some 3 minutes. The chambers can
only hold about 250 people. It is time
the Court was televised. I hope the
Senate will act. I have discussed the
issue with the leadership in the House
and there are positive responses on the
issue.



		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-05-11T09:05:39-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




